Discussions of how to deal with terrorism around the world have repeatedly touched on whether Islam contributes to a uniquely virulent strain of non-state violence targeted at civilians. These popular discussions almost always conceive of "Islam" in general terms, not clearly defining what is meant by Islamic religious faith. We address this debate by designing and conducting a large-scale public opinion survey in Pakistan. We measure multiple elements of religiosity, allowing us to separately consider the relationship of support for militancy with (1) personal piety, (2) support for political Islam, and (3) jihadism, which we define as a particular textual interpretation common to Islamist groups espousing violent political action. Further, we measure support for specific militant organizations using a novel form of an "endorsement experiment" to assess support for specific groups without asking respondents directly how they feel about them. We find that neither personal religious piety nor support for political Islam is correlated with support for militant organizations. However, Pakistanis who believe jihad is both an external militarized struggle and that it can be waged by individuals are more supportive of militant groups than those who believe it is an internal struggle for righteousness. *
These popular discussions almost always conceive of "Islam" in general terms, not clearly defining what they mean by Islamic religious faith. We address this debate by designing and conducting a large-scale (n=6,000) public opinion survey in Pakistan. Because our substantive focus is on what many argue is the most important country in the efforts to combat Islamist militancy, this study has obvious policy relevance. Studying Pakistani public opinion also provides unusually strong leverage on arguments about the links between religiosity and support for non-state violence more generally. The country has multiple active militant groups. Moreover, there is great variation in religious practice and ideology across Pakistan. There are serious cleavages across the main interpretative traditions within Islam (Barelvi, Shi'a, Deobandi, Ahl-e-Hadis, Jamaat-e-Islami, etc.), each of which forward their own definition of sharia (Ahmad and Reifeld 2004; Metcalf 2009; Metcalf 2004; Marsden 2006; Rozehnal 2007) . Additionally, there is disagreement among Pakistanis about how much Islam should form the legal framework of the state, including citizenship (Iqtidar 2011) . Finally, given the state of Pakistan's Islamist educational institutions, there is enormous variation in the quality of understanding about Islam across Pakistan irrespective of the particular tradition embraced (Nasr 2000) .
Our survey design incorporated substantial advances in the conception and measurement of our key independent variable (Islamic religiosity) and the dependent variable (support for militancy).
With respect to the independent variable, we measure multiple elements of religiosity, allowing us to separately consider the relationship of support for militancy with (1) personal piety, (2) support for political Islam, and (3) jihadism, which we define as a particular textual interpretation common to Islamist groups espousing violent political action. In doing so, we move beyond the simple question of "Does fundamentalist Islam produce terrorism?", which is typical of many popular debates on the subject. Instead, we consider various aspects of Islamic religiosity. With respect to the dependent variable, we measure support for specific militant organizations using a novel form of an "endorsement experiment" to assess support for specific groups without asking respondents directly how they feel about them.
1 Doing so is critical because attitudes toward these groups can be highly sensitive and asking about them directly can thus lead to biased responses and is even dangerous for survey teams in parts of Balochistan and Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KPK) provinces, both of which have ongoing insurgencies. Accordingly, even more than in other contexts respondents may offer what they believe to be the socially desirable response or simply not respond to certain questions. Using this approach we find that neither personal religious piety nor support for political
Islam is correlated with support for militant organizations. A specific understanding of jihad, however, is related to support. Specifically, respondents who believe jihad is both an external militarized struggle and that it can be waged by individuals are 2.6 percentage points more supportive of militant groups than those who believe it is an internal struggle for righteousness. In absolute terms the effect is small but it represents more than one standard deviation in support for militant groups. Put differently, as Wiktorowicz (2005) and others have argued, it is the content of one's religious beliefs that matters, not the practice of one's beliefs.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 1 briefly reviews the literature on religion and support for political violence and derives three testable hypotheses. Section 2 describes our data. Section 3 describes the methods of analysis. In Sections 4 and 5 we present the results and discuss their implications.
Background and Hypotheses
In many ways the academic literature on links between Islam and support for political violence began with the "clash of civilizations" thesis (e.g. Huntington 1993 Huntington , 1996 Lewis 1990) which argued that tensions between the Muslim world and the West were driven by an inherent conflict between Islam and Christianity. Following this idea, many public intellectuals argued that support for terrorism and violence against the West is rooted in Muslim religiosity or faith (see e.g. Laqueur 1999 , Calvert 2002 , Stern 2003 , Mendelsohn 2005 (Tessler 2003; Tessler 2004; Shikaki 2006) . National surveys in Algeria and Jordan from 2002 also showed that higher levels of religious involvement did not make individuals more likely to approve of terrorist acts against the U.S., while attitudes towards their government and U.S. foreign policy did (Tessler and Robbins 2007) . The evidence is not unambiguous. Furia and Lucas (2008) (Nasr 2000) .
Given this state of affairs, there is considerable heterogeneity in how Pakistanis understand the concept of jihad. Two areas of interpretative disputes are critically relevant for claims made by militant groups to justify their actions and arguments. The first is over whether this jihad is a largely 5 In Sunni Islam there are four classical interpretative schools of jurisprudence (Hanafi, Maliki, Shafi'I and Hanbali) and three major schools in Shi'a Islam (Jafari, Ismaeli, Zaidiyya), all of which are named after the classical jurists who founded them. These schools may share many rulings, yet they differ with respect to the various hadiths that they accept as authentic. Each of the schools understand key issues such as jihad and blasphemy as well as personal law and other aspects of daily life in important yet subtly different ways.
The dominant school in Pakistan is Hanafi among Sunnis and Jafari and Ismaeli among Shias (Esposito 1980 
Data and Measures
Our survey was designed to achieve three goals. First, we sought to measure attitudes towards specific militant organizations in a way that minimized item non-response on these sensitive questions that had plagued previous surveys in Pakistan. 7 We met this objective by using the "endorsement experiment" described below to measure support for four specific groups. Second, we wanted to measure a range of dimensions of religiosity in order to better understand how religious beliefs might impact support for violent political organizations. Finally, we wanted to survey a representative sample of the Pakistani population, including rural and urban areas in each of Pakistan's four main provinces. This simply required a very large sample and having interviewers go to remote areas of the country.
Survey Design and Implementation
Working with our Pakistani partners, Socio-Economic Development Consultants (SEDCO), 6 For a more extensive discussion of jihad and the textual debates from different schools of jurisprudence and key proponents of particular views, see Wordsmiths Compilation (2001). 7 Surveys in Pakistan which ask directly about affect towards militant groups obtain don't know/no opinion rates in the range of 40% ( we used the Pakistan Federal Bureau of Statistics sample frame to draw a stratified random sample of 6,000 adult Pakistani men and women from the four main provinces of the country: Punjab, Sindh, KPK, and Balochistan. Respondents were selected randomly within 500 primary sampling units (PSU), 332 in rural areas and 168 in urban ones (following the rural/urban breakdown in the Pakistan census). 8 We substantially oversampled in the smaller provinces (Balochistan and KPK) to ensure we could generate valid estimates in these sparsely populated provinces. We calculated poststratification survey weights based on population figures from the 1998 census, the most recent one available. Following procedures outlined by Lee and Forthofer (2006) , all analyses reported below were weighted and clustered to account for design effects. Table 1 .
[ problems in places suffering from political violence. First, and perhaps most importantly, it can be unsafe for enumerators and respondents to discuss such issues. SEDCO personnel themselves raised numerous concerns with directly asking about support for militancy. Second, item nonresponse rates to such sensitive questions are often quite high given that respondents can fear that providing the "wrong" answer will threaten their own and their family's safety. We therefore use an endorsement experiment to measure support for specific Islamist militant organizations.
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The experiment involves assessing support for various real policies, which are relatively well known but about which Pakistanis do not have strong feelings (as we learned during pretesting) and works as follows:
-Respondents are randomly assigned to treatment or control groups (one-half of the sample is assigned to each group).
-Respondents in the control group were asked their level of support for four policies, measured on a five-point scale and recoded to lie between 0 and 1 for the analysis.
-Respondents in the treatment group are asked identical questions but then are told that one of four groups mentioned in section 1 supports the policy. Which group is associated with each of the policies is randomized within the treatment group.
-The difference in means between treatment and control groups provides a measure of affect towards the groups, since the only difference between the treatment and control conditions is the group endorsement.
Figure 1 provides a sample question, showing the treatment and control questions, and illustrates the randomization procedure in visual form. As shown in Table 1 , randomization checks indicate balance between treatment and control groups.
[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE.]
The advantage of this approach is that the militant organization is not the primary object of evaluation; the policy is. We expected respondents to be more willing to share their opinions on uncontroversial policies rather than controversial groups and, judging by our non-response rates, and they were. Our survey posed a number of less-sensitive direct questions (i.e., without an endorsement experiment) about militant groups (i.e., those that did not measure direct support) such as "What is the effect group X's actions on their cause?" Non-response on these items ranged from 22% for al-Qa'ida to 6% for the Kashmir Tanzeem. Item non-response on the endorsement experiment questions, by contrast, ranged from a high of 7.6% for al-Qa'ida endorsing Frontier
Crimes Regulation reform to a meager 0.6% for the sectarian tanzeems endorsing polio vaccinations.
While this approach is not perfect, the low item non-response rate in our survey provides prima facie evidence that it also reduced respondents' concerns about reporting sensitive information.
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We used this method to measure support for four groups-the Kashmiri tanzeems, the Afghan Taliban, al-Qa'ida, and the sectarian tanzeems-which required asking about four policy issues: polio vaccinations, reforming the frontier crimes regulation (the legal code governing the FATA), redefining the Durand line (the border separating Pakistan from Afghanistan), and requiring madrassas to teach math and science. 11 By randomizing which group is associated with which policy among the treatment group, we control for order effects and randomize the pairing of issue with group. We then average across groups to generate a measure of support for militancy that is (a) based on support for specific organizations and (b) unlikely to be biased by the details of any specific policy.
For an endorsement experiment of this type to work the policies need to have two characteristics. 12 First, they need to be ones about which respondents do not have overly strong prior opinions so that a group's endorsement might affect their evaluation of the policy. This procedure would not work in the U.S., for example, if one asked about banning abortion, for which prior attitudes are strong. Second, the policies have to be at least somewhat familiar to respondents since the group endorsement has to be meaningful. In the U.S., for example, one could not ask about an obscure mining regulation since respondents may not provide meaningful responses and endorsements may have limited impacts. While the policies we studied may seem high valence to professional students of politics, they do not appear to be so for most Pakistanis. During pre-testing, we found that most respondents knew about all four issues but did not have strong opinions on them. Our enumerators likewise felt these issues would be ones respondents would know something about but at the same time not have extremely rigid positions, a telling fact since our enumerators were all professionals averaging 4.6 years of experience.
To construct our dependent variable of support for militancy, we measure the average support reported by the respondents for the four policies on a five-point scale. Recall that one of the four militant groups was randomly assigned to be associated with each policy in the treatment group.
Below, we leverage random assignment into treatment (endorsement) and control to measure differential support for militancy-as proxied by support for the policies. The main dependent experiment on the Pakistan Taliban because: (1) at the time the survey was designed, the group was not as prominent as it has since become; and (2) there were safety concerns for enumerators as mentioned above. 12 Bullock, Imai, and Shapiro (2011) provide an ideal point justification for this approach and discuss the conditions for its validity in that context. variable therefore was a twenty-point scale, recoded to lie between 0 (no support for all four policies) to 1 (a great deal of support for all four policies). In the control group, the policy scale had a mean value of .79 (s.d. = .15).
Measuring the Independent Variable: Religiosity and Views of Jihad
We employ a range of questions to study the relationships between various aspects of religious belief and support for militancy.
Personal Piety
To test H1, we measured personal piety in two ways. First, we asked respondents: "Do you attend dars-e-quran?" Dars-e-quran, has roughly the same meaning as "bible study" in the U.S. and carries similar valence about individuals' personal religiosity. For respondents who said "yes," we also asked: "How many times do you go to dars-e-quran per week on average?" We divide respondents into three groups: (1) those who attend dars-e-quran daily (19.9% of respondents); (2) those who attend less than daily (37.2%); and (3) those who do not attend at all (43.0%).
Second, we asked respondents: "If a child in your house were to study hafz-e-Quran or nazira Pakistan-Jamaat-e-Islami, Ahl-e-hadith, Deobandi, Barlevi-each of which espouses somewhat different views on both the interpretation of various religious texts and on a range of issues of religious practice. We divide respondents into two groups: (1) those who identify a specific school for their child's notional education (34.4%); and (2) those who report ahle-e-sunnat as the sect (65.6%), which indicates only a generic preference for Sunni Islam. 13 The analogy in the U.S. context would be to consider people who can identify a specific branch of Christianity for their child's 13 The small number of shi'ite respondents was excluded.
education (e.g. "Greek Orthodox" or "Seventh Day Adventist") as being more pious than those who simple indicate "Christian."
Islamic Politics
Support for violent politics is often thought to relate to support for Islamist political parties between the "mosque and the state." Parties which are often considered "left of center" are the ethno-nationalist parties in Sindh, Balochistan, and KPK (e.g. Muttahida Quami Movement (MQM), factions of the Awami Nationl Party (ANP), and the Balochistan National Party (BNP)). In many cases, these ethno-nationalist parties are deeply antagonistic to the ulema parties (Baxter et al. 2002; Cohen 2004; Fair et al. 2010) . 53.4% of respondents expressed a preference for a right-of-center party.
Second, we asked respondents how much they supported the imposition of sharia law, which refers broadly to laws based in Islam: "Seeing the current situation in Pakistan, do you think that Shari'a should play a much larger role in Pakistan law (35.7%), a somewhat larger role (31.8%), about the same role (22.9%), a somewhat smaller role (7.7%), or a much smaller role (2.0%)?"
Because Pakistanis dispute the exact content of such laws (based on varying interpretations of injunctions in foundational Islamic texts), we measured the extent to which respondents agreed with Islamist arguments. Specifically, Islamist parties in Pakistan and elsewhere often argue that the implementation of sharia law would involve using physical punishments for crimes such as theft and adultery. We asked respondents whether they agreed or disagreed that sharia government meant: "A government that uses physical punishments (stoning, cutting off of hands, whipping) to make sure people obey the law." 55.5% of respondents agreed that sharia law implied these physical punishments. Taken together, these three questions provide a range of ways of capturing sympathy with Islamist political positions.
Conceptions of Jihad
Finally, we tested H3 by eliciting respondents' views about jihad. Jihad is commonly interpreted in the West to mean the use of violence in the name of Islam. In Islamic countries, its content is much more nuanced and complex. We asked two questions to cast light on the diversity of Pakistanis' opinion on jihad. is an external, non-state struggle) (38.6%). In the regression analyses, the first group (respondents who conceive of jihad as a personal struggle for righteousness) will be the baseline category.
Methods of Analysis
Our measure of support for the militant organization is the treatment effect of the endorsement, or the difference in policy support between the control group and the treatment group. Recall that respondents in the control group reported their support level for all four policies without any endorsements. Respondents in the treatment group also reported their support for the four policies, but each policy was endorsed by one of the four militant organizations. The assignment of group to policy was randomized within the treatment group, so we can construct a dependent variable measuring support for militancy by averaging the respondent reports across the four policies. We then leverage random assignment into treatment (endorsement) and control to measure differential support for militancy-as proxied by support for the policies.
To assess the effect of our religion measures on support for the militant groups, we estimate the following equation via ordinary least squares (OLS):
where P i represents the overall policy support, T i is a dummy variable indicating that respondent i is in the treatment condition, R i represents a religiosity measure, x i is a vector of demographic controls, α p are region fixed effects, and ε i is stochastic error. The parameter of interest is γ, which represents how the treatment effects vary by different values of the religiosity measures. This is a difference-indifference (DID) estimate. In other words, we are comparing the differences in policy support between the treatment and control groups for two subgroups-those scoring "high" on a religiosity measure and those scoring "low" on that measure. We add additional terms to equation (1) Some policies will exhibit greater treatment effects than others because prior attitudes are less well-formed. We use the variance of the responses in the control group to proxy looseness of pre-treatment attitudes and weight each policy response by this variance. Hence, we place greater weight on policies where we expect there to be a greater likelihood that attitudes will be shifted in response to the endorsements.
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Results
Tests of H1 (Personal Piety)
Religious Attendance. Compared to respondents who never attended dars e koran, those who attended irregularly and daily were both no more likely to exhibit higher treatment effects in the endorsement experiment. In other words, religious attendance manifests no relationship with support for militant political organizations. As shown in column (1), the interaction terms representing the DID estimates were both statistically insignificant and substantively small.
Commitment to a Sect. Similarly, respondents who were committed to raising their children in a specific sect of Sunni Islam (an indicator of religious knowledge and devotion) were not more likely to support the militant groups than those who did not specify a particular sect. In fact, the interaction term between group cue and sect identification was significant and negative (see column 2), suggesting that religious devotees exhibited 2.4 percentage points lower support for the groups.
One possible reason why this sign is negative is that identification with a particular Sunni sect over the more general category Ahl-e-Sunnat suggests an individual has gone through a process of religious differentiation. Answering Ahl-e-Sunnat is somewhat akin to a person answering "Christian" when queried about their religious identification in contrast to someone else who answers "Missionary Baptist", "Church of the Four Square", or "Coptic Christian." That process of 16 The results are substantively similar without this weighting and so we report weighted results throughout as we believe they more accurately capture the impact of cues on attitudes. The weight vector w for the four policies (vaccination plan, FCR reforms, Durand line, curriculum reform) was: (.983, 1.15, 1.28, 1.18), meaning that the weight for the control group was the average of these four individual weights (1.15). The post-stratification weight was multiplied by w to produce the overall sampling weight.
differentiation typically involves being proselytized and becoming actively involved in religious practices. Both should, on average, lead to greater personal knowledge about Islam and a concomitant ability to resist arguments that Islamist militants' use of violence is an appropriate defense of Muslims. Our results thus echo Wiktorowicz (2005) who found that British Muslims who were more knowledgeable about Islam were more resistant to the calls of the extremist group Al
Muhajiroun than "deracinated" British Muslims because the former could argue more effectively with al Muhajiroun activists and recruiters. Those with little or no understanding of the faith they nominally professed were, in contrast, unable to identify, much less argue against, the specious claims advanced by the organization.
Tests of H2 (Political Islam)
Support for Right-of-Center Political Parties. Supporters of center-right parties were no more supportive of the militant groups than those who supported avowedly secular parties (see column 3
of Table 2 ). Of course, this null result may reflect our inability to distinguish supporters of positions espoused by both these parties and Islamists from those who like the parties for other reasons. 17 It is, however, inconsistent with an expectation that those on the right side of Pakistani politics are more tolerant of militant groups.
Views of Sharia Law. Muslims vary considerably in their views of what sharia law entails for
Islamic practice. As mentioned above, the most common conception of sharia by Westernerscorporal and physical punishment-is actually not universally accepted by Muslims in Pakistan.
Nonetheless, even adherents of this more extreme form of sharia law are no more likely to support political violence than those who do not believe that sharia requires physical punishment (see column 4 of Table 3 ). Further, regardless of their interpretation of sharia, respondents who thought that sharia should play a greater role in Pakistani law were no more likely to support militant groups than respondents who wanted a stricter separation of church and state (see column 5). Therefore, it does not appear that Islamism-or the belief that Islam should play a greater role in Pakistani government-is related to support for militancy.
H3 (Conceptions of Jihad)
Even though most of our measures of religious practice and devotion are unrelated to support for militancy, one religiosity variable emerges as a strong predictor: how the respondent interprets jihad. As mentioned above, although jihad is commonly interpreted by Americans to be associated with violence in the name of Islam, this is not the universally accepted view across the Muslim world. Respondents who view jihad as an internal religious struggle (or as an external but state-level struggle) are significantly less likely to support militant groups than those who view it as a violent, extrastate struggle. As shown in the shaded cell of column 1 in Table 3 , violent jihadists exhibit 2.3 percentage points greater support than those who do not associate jihad with militarism (p = .03). In addition to being statistically significant, this estimate is substantially important as well.
The 2.3 percentage point change represents almost two standard deviations of conditional mean level of support for the policy in the control group (i.e. the constant term in these regressions) and is almost twice the impact of the group endorsement among those who believe jihad is strictly an internal struggle. Further, respondents who believe that jihad is an external, extra-state struggle exhibit 1.9 percentage points greater support for the militant groups than respondents who believe that jihad is an external but state-level struggle (see the difference between the two interaction terms in Table 3 ). A Wald test confirms that this difference is statistically significant (p = .08).
We estimated several versions of this specification to demonstrate the robustness of this result. As shown in Table 3 , we estimate successively more saturated versions of the regression model. In column (2), we estimate a model including a host of demographic controls. Column (3) listwise deletes respondents who did not answer the income question. In column (4), we also include interaction terms between the group cue and the demographic controls. Finally, in column (5), we include all the religiosity measures mentioned above and their associated interactions terms with the treatment dummy. The coefficient estimate on the interaction term between the group cue and a violent conception of jihad is highly stable across all four specifications, ranging between .023 and .027. In all five specifications, the coefficient achieves statistical significance at the 95% level.
Moreover, for none of the other four religion variables is the interaction term positive and significant in specification (5). Finally, the difference between those who believe that jihad implies non-state action versus those who believe it allows only state action ranges between 1.4-1.9
percentage points across specifications and is statistically significant in all models except equation (4), where it approaches significance (p = .13).
Conclusion
Links between Islam and political violence have been a prominent feature of academic and policy debates about how to deal with problems of terrorism and of political violence and instability in the Arab World and South Asia. In order to bring empirical evidence to those discussions, we designed and fielded a large-scale (n=6,000) public opinion survey in Pakistan which measured support for specific militant organizations and several distinct aspects of religiosity.
Strikingly, the only measure of religiosity in our survey that is consistently and positively correlated with support for militant organizations is a specific vision of religious doctrine. Those who believe that jihad is a militarized struggle that can be conducted by individuals are fully 2.3%-2.7% more supportive of policies endorsed by militant groups than individuals who believe jihad is an internal struggle for righteousness. While the effect may seem small, it is between one and two times the standard deviation in support for policies in the control group. Further, those who interpret jihad as meaning external, extra-state action were significantly more supportive than those who interpret jihad as an external, state-level action.
Our findings have at least two important practical implications. First, efforts to deal with the potential for violence in Islamist political movements should focus on the content of religious doctrine. In this sense, nascent programs in Indonesia, Malaysia, and Saudi Arabia that seek to enlist religious scholars in deconstructing and delegitimizing the theological justifications for violent politics should be welcomed and supported. Second, the prospect of Islamist parties coming to power in the wake of the Arab Spring should not necessarily be viewed with alarm. It is only when the theological tradition embraced by party leaders legitimizes the use of non-state violence for political ends that policy makers in other countries should be concerned.
From an empirical perspective, we have contributed to a debate about the relationship between Islam and violence that is often tall on rhetoric but short on evidence. In measuring the dependent variable, we introduce a novel approach as applied to the study of Islamic militancy designed to reduce non-response and deal with the sensitive nature of the subject. In conceptualizing the independent variable of religiosity, we have separately considered different aspects of religiosity, showing that their effects on support for militancy are not uniform. In line with studies of religion and politics in both the United States and abroad, we find that religious practice is unrelated to militancy. Rather, it is the content of one's beliefs as they speak to violence that has a powerful influence. Randomization Procedure
